Introduction
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Contemporary learning theories place the student in the center of learning. This means that students take responsibility for planning, monitoring and assessing their own learning. In this paper, we focus on the last part of that student-centered process: assessment.
According to Wiggins (1992) the term assessment derives from the Latin assidere, meaning with and for a student, not to itself creates an image of a teacher sitting beside the student guiding and trying to understand what is happening and why (EARL, 2003) . In student-centered assessment the student is not only involved in the assessment discussion with the teacher but does the self-assessment and peer-assessment without the teacher.
i.e., trying to find evidence in ng outcomes and to grade them. This is traditionally done by the teacher. In the learning process, and formative, it happens all the time during the learning process and its purpose is to help students to learn.
Feedback of their progress is given by the teacher but also by fellow students. Ideally, feedback is not one-way but takes the form of a discussion where the learner is involved in assessing their learning process. Peer assessment can be encouraging if it includes scaffolding and support between the observer and the observed in a discussion, where the observed can raise questions of their perfor learning obstacles and to find a way to an improved performance. In addition, giving and receiving feedback increases the understanding of the learning content.
formative and summative as the authors understand it, and according to Andrade and Du is a process of formative assessment during which students reflect on and evaluate the quality of their work and their learning, judge the degree to which they reflect explicitly stated goals or criteria, identify strengths and weaknesses in their work, and revise learn to understand how they learn best, can change their studying methods and plan ahead. Our target public was a small class (10 people) of Master and Doctorate students, most of them basic education teachers, who had never heard about active learning methods.
Assessment on a postgraduate teacher training course
The syllabus was comprised of four well-established active learning methods: PredictObserve-Explain (POE), by White and Gunstone (WHITE; GUNSTONE, 1992) A rule of thumb to plan assessment aligned to learning outcomes is to set up these aspects simultaneously. In other words, as the learning outcomes for each topic are defined, their respective assessment should be presented as a mirror of those goals (Biggs, 2003) . In this course, we had four self/peer assessment forms and one summative, self-assessment report. Moreover, each part of assessment intends to evaluate distinct skills, which in turn are consistent with different learning outcomes. Thus, it is advisable to construct different types of assessment that are better fitted with the ILOs that will be developed in those specific situations. The four assessment forms, in the order in which they were applied to students, were:
self-reflection, active lesson plan, peer assessment and self-assessment. The summative assessment, assessment of learning, was the active lesson report that was released in the middle of course to be returned in the last class. Each assessment had different purposes related to both specifics ILOs and learning activities, as explained below. Apart from the final report, none of the other assessment forms were graded. 
Self-reflection (assessment as learning):

Self-assessment (assessment as learning):
At the end of the course, students reflected on how they managed to achieve their own learning objectives. The ILOs were: students (i)
can assess the quality of their work and their learning and (ii) can identify strengths and weaknesses in their work, and revise accordingly.
Peer assessment (assessment for learning): This was a confidential form, because students did not return it to the teacher/author. It was important that students felt free and comfortable to talk frankly to their peers without fear of being judged or assessed by whomever. In general, some significant learning can be promoted when someone needs to observe and give feedback to their colleague, for both participants. During active lessons it is very difficult for the teacher in training to capture all aspects of both student behavior and positive or negatives effects of the active methodology. Therefore, another teacher observing the active lesson can be crucial to realize and note valuable information missed by the teacher in charge. This second opinion was a precious source to the teacher in training to base his/her own self-assessment report on. The ILOs were: students (i) gain confidence in using active learning methods, (ii) can realize gaps in their understanding and (iii) understand their learning process. 
Results
and do peer assessment. In general, Brazilian teachers are not used to being assessed by their peers, so it can be a permanent challenge. However, most of them engaged in pairs to discuss, elaborate, perform and assess their active lessons and completed the forms and reports accordingly. In their real active lessons, the STH was chosen by 4 students, Jigsaw by 4 students, POE by 2 students and PI by 1 student. An interesting fact was that some pairs completed both the peer assessment forms and the active lesson report together because in this way they could enhance their learning and build an effective collaborative work.
Conclusions
The student-centered assessment used in this course drew on the Constructive Alignment theory by Biggs. It proved to be an auspicious instrument to foster learning, encourage self-reflection/assessment, improve teacher feedback and promote an effective collaboration among students. We would like to suggest that those who performed all the activities and completed all the forms and the report achieved a quality leap in their pedagogical practices and improved their peer cooperation and engagement. Most of them stated that they intended to incorporate these active methods into their teaching and showed a great enthusiasm about their own results, both with learning gains and attitude change among their young students.
